United States Court of Appeals 
for the Second Circuit 



APPELLANT'S 

BRIEF 



No. 74-2045 


^Suited j$iat t% Court of <App tv\% 


FOR THE SECOND CIRCUIT 


V 


NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD. 


I 


/ 


Petition^] / 

/ 

INTERNATIONAL UNION OF OPI RATING ENGINEERS. 
LOCAL NO. 17. 17A, AND 17B. AFL-CTO, 

Respondent 


On Application for Enforcement of an Order of 
Fhe National Labor Relations Board 


BRIEF FOR 

THE NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD 


PETER G NASH, 

General Counsel, 

JOHN S IRVING, 

Deputy General Counsel, 

PATRICK HARDIN, 

Assix'iate General Counsel, 

ELLIOTT MOORE, 

Deputy Associate General Counsel, 

National Labor Relations Board. 


JOHN l) BURGOYNE, 

JOHN G. ELl.IGF.RS. 

.1 ttomeys. 

National Labor Relations Board. 

Washington, DC. 20570 


THE CASILLAS PRESS. INC -1717 K Street. N. W.-Warfrinyton, D. C.-723-1220 








(i) 

INDEX 

Page 

STATEMENT OF THE ISSUE PRESENTED. 1 

STATEMENT OF THE CASE. 2 

I. The Board's findings of fact. 2 

A. Background. 2 

B. Union picketing at the Squaw Island jobsite. 4 

II. The Board’s conclusions and order. 6 

ARGUMENT . 7 

Substantial evidence on the record as a whole supports the Board’s 

finding that the Union violated Section 8(bH4HiX*>XB) of the Act 

by picketin ’ neutral Employers with an object of forcing them to 

cea^e doing business with Firelands Sewer & Water Construction 

Company, Incorporated. 7 

CONCLUSION. 12 

AUTHORITIES CITED 

Cases : 

Bedding. Curtain & Drapery Workers Union, Local 140 v. N.L.R.B., 

390 F.2d 495 (C.A. 2, 1968), cert, den., 392 U.S. 905 . 11 

I.B.E.W., Local 480 v. N.L.R.B., 

413 F.2d 1085 (C.A. D.C., 1969). 9 

Local 761,1 .U.E., etc. v. N.L.R.B., 

366 U.S. 667(1961). 8,9 

N.L.R.B. v. A & S Electronic Die Corp., 

423 F.2d 218 (C.A. 2, 1970), cert, den., 400 U.S. 833 ........ 11 

N.L.R.B. v. Associated Musicians, Local 802, 

226 F.2d 900 (C.A. 2, 1955), cert, den., 351 U.S. 962 . 8,11 



















(n) 


N.L.R.B \. Carpenters Dist. Council. 

383 I .2d 8 l > (C.A. 6. 1967). 

N 1 R.B \ IVnvcr Bide, & Const, rrades Council. 

341 U.S. 675(1951). 

N.L.R.B. v. General Drivers & Dairy Emps.. 

76 LRRM 300: (C.A 7. 1671). cert. den.. 404 U.S. 61 2 

N.L.R.B. v. lnt’l Rice Milling Co.. 

341 U.S. 665(1651). 

N.L.R.B. v. Lafayette Bldg. & Const. 1 rades Council. 

445 F.2d 465 (C.A. 5. 1671 >. 

N.L.R.B. v. Local 25.I.B.L.W.. 

383 1 .2d 446 (C.A. 2. 1667). 

N.L.R.B. v. Local 282.1.B.T.. etc.. 

428 F.2d 964 (C.A. 2. 1670). 

NlL.R.B. v. Local 825.1.U.O.L.. 

400 I'.S. 267(1671). 

N.L.R.B. v. Marsellus Vault Sales. 

431 F.2d 633 (C.A. 2. 1670). 

N.L.R.B v. Milk Drivers &. Dairy hmps.. Local 584. 

341 I 2d 26 (C.A. 2. 1665). cert. den.. 382 U.S.SI6 

N.L.R.B. v. Warrensburg Board Ac Paper Corp.. 

340 F.2d 620 (C.A. 2. 1665). 

Sailors’ Union of the Pacific (Moore Dry Dock ( o.). 

62 NLRB 547 (1950). 

United Steelworkers v. N.L R.B.. 

286 1 2d 561 (C.A 2.1661). 

United Steelworkers v. N.L R B . 

376 U.S.462(1664) . 


Page 

10 . 11 

7 

10 


,s 


10 


o 


10 


I 1 

I 1 

I 1 


8 


8. 10 


















Statute 


National Labor Relations Act, as amended (61 Stat. 136. 73 Stat. 519. 

29 U.S.C.. Sec. 151, e/ seq.) . 2 

Section 8(b)(4). 

Section 8(bM4)(iXiiKB). 1.6,7 

Section 8(b)(4)(B). 11 

Section 10(e). 2 











> United j^tatee (Court of JVppwtlo 

FOR THE SECOND CIRCUIT 

No. 74 2045 

NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD. 

Petitioner. 

v. 

INTERNATIONAL UNION OF OPERATING ENGINEERS. 
LOCAL NO 17, I7A. AND 17B. AEL-CIO, 

Respondent 

On Application for Enforcement of an Order of 
llu- National Labor Relations Board 


BRIEF FOR 

THE NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD 


STATEMENT OE THE ISSUE PRESENTED 

Whether substantial evidence on the record'as a whole supports the 
Board’s finding that the Union violated Section S(b)(4)(i)(ii)(B) of the 
Act by picketing neutral employers with an object of forcing them to 
cease doing business with Eirelands Sewer & Water Construction Com¬ 
pany. Incorporated. 




STAT1 Mi NT Of IfII CASI 


This case is before the Court upon the application of the National 
Labor Relations Board, pursuant to Section 10(e) of the National Labor 
Relations Act, as amended (6' Stat. 136, 73 Stat. 519, 29 U.S.C., Sec. 
151. ct set/ >. for enforcement of its order issued April 19. 1974, against 
International Union of Operating engineers. Local No. 17. 17A, and 17B 
AFL-CIO (“the Union”). The Board’s Decision and Order (A. 2-32) 1 
was issued by a panel consisting of members Jenkins, Peneilo. and Ken¬ 
nedy and is reported at 210 NLRB No. 30. This Court has jurisdiction 
of the proceeding, the unfair labor practices having occurred at Buffalo. 
New York. 


I Till BOARD S FINDINGS OF FACT 
A. Background 

For several years prior to the events involved here, the Buffalo Sewer 
Authority (“the Authority”) used Squaw Island as a dumping ground for 
solid waste materials (A. 4-5; 36-37). The Island, located in the Niagara 
River, is separated from the River's east bank by the 300-foot-wide Black 
Rock Channel (A 7; 33. 44). Cars may cross the Channel on the Au¬ 
thority Access Road at the north end of the Island and on the Ferry 
Street Bridge at the south end of the Island (A. 7-8; 33, 41). The two 
bridges are about 4000 feet apart and are connected by the Island road, 
which runs parallel to the Channel along the Island’s eastern shore (A. 


* "A." references are to the Appendix to the briefs filed herein. References (ire- 
ceding a semicolon are to the Board's findings; those following are to the supporting 
evidence. 
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7-8; 33. 41.48. 65). The Authority Access Road, the Ferry Street Bridge, 
and the Island road are all open to the general public; access to the rest 
of the Island is controlled by the Authority Gate located along the Is¬ 
land road about 500 feet north of the Ferry Street Bridge (A. 8-10; 33, 

48. 57, 73). 

In December 1972, the Authority solicited bids for the removal of 
waste material from the Island in preparation for the construction of a 
waste treatment plant (A. 5; 36-37). The Firelands Sewer & Water Con¬ 
struction Company. Incorporated (“Firelands") was awarded the contract 
in June. 1973 (A. 5; 37). 2 Firelands then contracted with the Dunbar 
& Sullivan Dredging Company (“Dunbar”) for the construction of a dock 
on the Island; Dunbar, in turn, contracted with Herbert F. Darling, In¬ 
corporated (“Darting”) for pile-driving material and personnel (A. 4-5, 9- 
10; 49-51, 61). 

Firelands, whose employees were not represented by any labor orga¬ 
nization. began work on Squaw island about September 1 (A. 8; 39-40). 

At all times relevant herein. Firelands’ employees performed work only 
in the immediate vicinity of a dock being constructed on the Channel 
side of the Island between the Authority Gate and the Access Road (A. 

9, 21; 33, 40, 43-44. 52. 56, 65, 70-71). They reached the dock by 
driving their cars across either the Access Road or the Ferry Street Bridge 
and then through the Authority Gate (A. 9, 21; 40-41, 47, 70). Fire¬ 
lands’ employees never performed any work in the Channel itself, nor 
did they ever use the Channel as an alternate means of reaching the dock- 
site from the mainland (A. 18, 21; 43. 47-48, 52, 56, 70-71). 


“ All further dates refer to 1973 unless otherwise indicated. 











B. Union picketing at the Squaw Island jobsite 

On October l) . the Union began picketing at Squaw Island with pick¬ 
et signs captioned: 

Employees of Firelands Sewer and V\ater ( onstruction 
Company. Inc. are employed to perform Operating I ngi- 
neers work on this job under wage and other conditions 
of employment inferior to those enjoyed by employees 
represented by the Operating Engineers l ocal No. I 7 . 

17A. and 17B. affiliated with the Al L -CIO (A. S- l >: 6 ( >). 

The October 9 picket lines were established both at the mainland end of 
the Access Road and within 50-feet o»' the Authority Cate on Squaw 
Island itself (A. 9-10; 40-41. 44-45. 50) 

Late in the afternoon on October 9. two Dunbar barges arrived at 
the Island and were moored along the Island s east bank just north ol 
the Ferry Street Bridge (A.* 9; 35. 42. 50). The barges, which carried 
heavy equipment displaying the Dunbar name, were located about 200 
feet south of the Authority (late and about 2500 teet south ot the pro¬ 
posed docksite where Firelands’ employees were working (A. 0-10; 33, 
42-43. 4b. 52. 60). A Darling jobsite had also been established by this # 
time on the mainland side ot the ( hannel directly across trom the Dun¬ 
bar barge moorings (A. 1 1; 33. 61 ). A sign posted at the jobsite gate 
stated that the entrance was to be used exclusively by Darling employees 
(A. 11; 61-62). Dunbar planned to cross the Channel to the Darling job- 
site the following morning. October 10. to pick-up Darling employees be¬ 
fore proceeding north to the proposed docksite (A. 10; 51-52. 61). 

I'arly that next morning, however, most union pickets left the im¬ 
mediate area of the Authority date and moved approximately 200 feet t 
south, where they commenced picketing on the Island road within five 
feet of the newlv-arrived Dunbar barges ( A (0; 42. 46. 50-51, 57. 63). 
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The picketing continued adjacent to the barges until the barges were re¬ 
moved on October 19 (A. 13-14; 43. 53). During this period, the Dun¬ 
bar employees, who were represented by a Union affiliate, drove across 
the 1 erry Street Bridge, parked at the south end of the Island, and cross¬ 
ed the picket line, to work on the barges (A. 9-11; 51, 57). 

On October 10. two Union picket boats also began picketing in the 
Channel from the Fern Street Bridge north to the proposed docksite 
with the same picket signs that were being carried on the Island (A. II- 
12; 43, 52. 63). When a Dm bar rowboat crossed the Channel to Dar¬ 
ling's jobsite in order to pick up Darling employees, the picket boats were 
cruising between the barges and the Darling jobsite (A. 12; 43. 52-53. 63). 
Darling's employees refused to enter the rowboat (A. 12; 52-53. 63-64). 
The Union boats picketed in the Channel between Dunbar’s barges and 
the Darling jobsite from October 10 through October 19; Darling’s em¬ 
ployees reported to their jobsite each morning during this period but re¬ 
fused to perform any work on Squaw Island (A. 12-13; 47. 64-65). On 
October 19, Dunbar removed its barges and rescinded its contract with 
Darling because the latter was unable to supply pile-driving personnel as 
required by the contract (A. 12-13; 53-54. 64). 

Union picketing continued on the Island and in the ( hannel through¬ 
out November (A. IS; <>S). On November 14. a Dunbar tugboat wais 
proceeding north up the Channel to the proposed docksite when it en¬ 
countered a picket boat approximately 200 teet north ot the Ferry Street 
bridge ( A. 14; 54-55). The tugboat captain'refused to pass the picket 
boat and was in the process of turning the tug around when Dunbar 
management official Albert Headley engaged picket James Mann in con¬ 
versation front the bow ol the tug (A. 14; 54-55, 57-58). Headley asked 
Mann, who was then about 75 feet away, i*' there was a picket line and 
Mann nodded affirmatively (A. 14-15; 54-55. 58-59). When Headley asked 
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who they were picketing. Mann replied ‘‘Forelands” (A. 14: 55). Headley 
then explained that Dunbar employed union personnel and asked if the 
Union was also picketing Dunbar, whereupon Mann replied. “Yes. sir” (A. 
14-16; 55). Tfoe tug. which displayed the Dunbar name, attempted to 
reach the docksite again on November 16 and 17. but returned south on 
both occasions upon encountering the picket boat in the Channel ( A 14. 
16-17; 56. 60). 


11. THE BOARD'S CONCLUSIONS AND ORDLR 

On the foregoing facts, the Board, in agreement with the Adminis¬ 
trative Law Judge, concluded that the Union violated Section 8(b)<4)(i)- 
(ii)(B) of the Act by picketing Dunbar at its bargesite and Darling in the 
Channel with an object of forcing them to cease doing business with 
Lirelands (A. 21-23, 28-29). 3 The Board’s order requires the Union to 
cease and desist from the unfair labor practices found and from "in any 
manner” inducing the employees of “any other person” to strike or from 
“by any means” threatening any person with an object of forcing Dun¬ 
bar. Darling the Authority, or any person to cease doing business with 
Lirelands (A. 24-25, 30-31). Affirmatively, the Board’s order requires 
the Union to post appropriate notices (A. 25-28. 30-31 ). 


3 The Board, member Kennedy dissenting, found (hat a threat made by the Union 
in July 19"3, to the Buffalo Sewer Authority to engage in informational picketing 
it Lirelanus were awarded the Squaw Island contract did not constitute an independ¬ 
ent violation of Section 8(b)(4)(ii)(B) (A. 19. 29-32). 



7 


« 


ARCl'Ml NT 


SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE ON THE RECORD AS A WHOLE SIT 
ports rni: board s finding that the union violated 

SECT ION 8(h K4 >(i)(ii)(B) OF THE ACT BY PICKETING NEUTRAL 
EMPLOYERS WITH AN OBJECT OF FORCING THEM TO CE ASE 
DOING BUSINESS WITH FT RELANDS SEWER & W ATER CON 
STRUCTION COMPANY. INCORPORATED 

Section 8(b)(4) of the Act provides in relevant part that: 

li shall he an unfair labor practice for a labor organization 
or its agents 

(i) to engage in. or to induce or encourage any in¬ 
dividual employed by any person engaged in com¬ 
merce ... to engage in, a strike or a refusal in 
the course of lus employment to . . . perform 
any services: or 

(ii) to threaten, coerce, or restrain any person en¬ 
gaged in commerce . . ., where in either case an 
object thereof is 

^B) forcing or requiring any person ... to cease 
doing business with any other person. . . . 

t hese provisions reflect “the dual Congressional objectives of preserv¬ 
ing the right of labor organizations to bring pressure to bear on otfend- 
ing employers in primarv labor disputes and ot shielding unoffending 
employers and others from pressures in controversies not their own. 
X.L.R.B r Denver Building ct Construetion Trades Council. 341 U.S. 

675, 692 (1951). See also. N.I..R.B. v. Local 825. International Union 
of Operating Engineers. 400 U.S. 297, 302-303 (1971). Since the Union 
m the instant case was engaged in a primary dispute with I irelands, it 
was thus entitled to bring pressure to bear upon Fire lands, but not upon 
the “unoffending” secondary employers at the Squaw Island jobsite. The 
question presented, then, is whether the Union picketing at Squaw Island 
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exceeded the limits of permissible primary activity directed at Firelands 
and involved instead a deliberate effort to enmesh neutral employers Dun¬ 
bar and Darling in the dispute. 

\s the Supreme C ourt has noted, the “distinction between legitimate 
‘primary activity’ and banned ‘secondary activity' . . . does not present 
a glaringly bright line.” Local 76/, International Union of Electrical 
Workers r XIR.IL. 366 l .S. 667. 673 (1961). Where the primary 
and neutral employers occupy separate work sites, the necessary line- 
drawing is relatively easy, (ienerally speaking, union picketing occurring 
at the primary employer’s premises seeking only the disruption of his 
normal operations is considered primary and thus protected activity, 
whereas picketing extending to the separate premises of the neutral em¬ 
ployer designed to disrupt his operations is considered secondary and 
prohibited. Compare X.L.R.Ii r International Rice Milling Co., 341 U.S. 
665. ('71 (1951) with \ LRU. i\ Associated Musicians, Local S()2. 226 
I '.2d 900, 903-906 <(' A. 2, 1955). cert denied. 351 U.S. 962. However, 
where, as here, the primary and neutral employers perform separate work 
on the same general premises, more difficult problems frequently arise. 

In such “common situs” situations, the union’s right to apply legitimate 
pressure against the primary employer must be accommodated with the 
neutral employer’s intended immunity from the full impact of the labor 
dispute. See. United Steelworkers r. .X.L.R.Ii., 376 U.S. 492.497(1964); 
Local 7f 'l. International Union oj Electrical Workers r. X.L.R.Ii., supra, 
366 U.S. at 673-674. United Steelworkers r. N.L.R.B.. 289 F.2d 591. 
594-595 (C A. 2. 1961 ). 

As an aid in drawing this line between legitimate and prohibited 
common situs picketing the Board, in Moore Dr\ Dock, 4 developed certain 

Sailors’ Union >>] ilie Pacific (Moore Dry Dock Co.)., 92 NLRB 547, 549 (1950). 




criteria which were held to he “presumptive” of valid primary activity. 
These criteria were summarized by the Supreme Court as follows: 

1 1 I that the picketing he limited to times when the situs 
of dispute was located on the secondary premises: (2) that 
the primary employer he engaged in his normal business 
at the situs; (3) that the picketing take place reasonably 
close to the situs: and (4) that the picketing clearly dis¬ 
close that the dispute was only with the primary em¬ 
ployer. 

Local 761. International Union of Electrical Workers i X.L.R.B., supra. 
366 U.S. at 677. But even comj ha nee with the Moore Dry Dock tests 
would be no defense where other evidence reveals that an object of os¬ 
tensibly primary picketing is to coerce the secondary employer. Inter¬ 
national Brotherhood of Electrical Workers, Local 4St) r. X L. R B, 413 
T. 2d 1085. 1086 (C.A D C'., 1666). “In determining the objectives . . . 
the Board is entitled to look to the totality of the union's conduct, and 
.’. . is not bound by the union’s signs or professed object in picketing.” 
V / R B !’. Local 25, International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers , 

383 T.2d 446. 453 (C.A. 2. 1667). 

As shown by the facts set out supra, pp. 3-5. the Union’s picket¬ 
ing at Squaw Island failed to comply with the third Moore Dry Dock 
requirement that common situs picketing take place “reasonably close” 
to the situs of the dispute. Thus. Union Business Representative Thomas 
McPartlan admitted that the Union could have reached all Firelands’ em¬ 
ployees by picketing on the Access Road and at the Authority Gate (A. 
18; 70). Indeed, pickets were stationed on the Access Road and within 
50 feet of the Gate on October 6, before any neutral employers arrived 
at Squaw Island. On October 10. however, when Dunbar barges arrived 
at the Island, the Authority Gate pickets moved to a new position 200 
feet south of the Gate and immediately adjacent to the Dunbar barges. 
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Although no Firelands’ employees ever approached the barges, the pickets 
remained at the Dunbar worksite until October 19, when Dunbar was 
forced to remove the barges. 

The morn mg of October 10. Union picket boats also established a 
picket line in the Channel between Darling's mainland worksite and the 
Dunbar barges. The Channel picketing, which continued in this imme¬ 
diate vicinity for ten days, induced Darling employees to refuse to work 
on the Dunbar barges, which, in turn, forced the cancellation ot Darling’s 
contract. At the time the Union stationed its picket boats in the path 
of the Darling employees, the Union was aware that Firelands was not 
using the Channel for any purpose whatsoever and that the nearest Fire- 
lands employees were working in the area of a proposed dock more than 
2000 feet north of the Dunbar and Darling worksites (A. 18: 70-71). 

Since the expanded picketing activity did not carry the Union's ap¬ 
peal to any additional Firelands employees, it is clear that the road anil 
Channel picketing adjacent to the Dunbar and Darling worksites was not 
“reasonably close” to the situs of the dispute, but u'as instead intended 
to enmesh Dunbar and Darling in the Union’s dispute with Firelands. 

See. V LR.B r. l.ncal 2X2. International Brotherhood of Teamsters. 428 
I 2d 994. 1001-1003 (C.A 2. 1970): Cnited Steelworkers r NLRB. 

289 1 2d 591. 594-595 (C.A. 2. 1961): \ I RB r. Lafayette Building 
and Construe turn Trades Council, 445 I 2d 495. 497-498 (C.A. 5, 1971); 

\ / R B i (lateral Drivers A Dairy employees. 76 LRRM 3002 (C.A. 

7. I 971). cert, denied, 404 D.S. 912; A / R B i Carpenters District 
Council. 383 F.2d 89. 94-95 (C.A. 8. 1967). 

The conversation on November 14 between Union picket James 
Mann and Dunbar official Albert Headley provides additional evidence of 
the Union's unlawful intention to involve neutral employers in the dis¬ 
pute. On that date a Dunbar tugboat, conspicuously displaying the Dunbar 
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’'ume, was headed up the Channel when it encountered a Union picket 
boat operated by pickets James Mann and Harry Cierlach. While the tug 
was turning around, Headley engaged Mann in a conversation which end¬ 
ed with Headley asking if the Union was picketing Dunbar, to which 
Mann replied, “Yes, sir” (A. 55). 5 This direct admission that the Union 
picketing was aimed at Dunbar further supports the Board’s finding that 
the Union’s activities were designed to bring unlawful secondary pressure 
to bear upon forelands. N.L.R.B. r. Milk Drivers ami Dairy Employees, 
Local >S4. 341 F.2d 29. 32 (C.A. 2. 1965). cert, denied. 382 U.S. 816; 

V L.R.B. r Associated Musicians. Local 802. supra. 226 F.2d at 903-904; 
A' L.R.B r. Carpenters District Council, supra. 383 F.2d at 95. 

As this Court observed regarding alleged Section 8(b)(4)(B) picket¬ 
ing in Bedding. Curtain, and Drapery Workers Union. Local 140 v. X.L.¬ 
R.B.. 390 F.2d 495, 499 (C.A. 2, 1968). cert, denied, 392 U.S. 905; 
“Whether the union’s conduct had an improper ’object' is a question of 
fact,” and, like all questions of fact, the Board's determination is entitled 
to affirmance if supported by substantial evidence. Id. at 500. We sub¬ 
mit that the Union’s failure to observe the Moore Dry Dock standards 


• At the unfair labor practice hearing, Mann denied making this statement (A. 

15; 76). He did admit however, that the conversation concerned the Union picket¬ 
ing, and that he had no trouble hearing Headley’s voice (A. 15; 76-78). The Ad¬ 
ministrative Law Judge explicitly credited the testimony of Headley who impressed 
him as being a more credible witness than Mann (A. 16). As this Court has repeat¬ 
edly stated, “questions of credibility are for the trier of fact and ... we will not 
upset ... a finding of an Examiner which is grounded upon . . . the witness’ de¬ 
meanor or |Ins] evaluation of oral testimony as reliable" unless it is "hopelessly 
incredible" on its face. X.L.R.B. r. Warren shurg Board A Paper Carp., 340 F.2d 
920. 922 (C.A. 2, 1965). Accord: A '.L.R.B. r. Marsellus Vault A Sales. Inc., 431 
F.2d 933. 937 (C.A. 2. 1970); NL R B v. A A S Electronic Die Corp.. 423 F.2d 
218. 220 (C.A 2. 1970). cert, denied. 400 U.S. 833. 



for common siUis picketing, as well as picket Mann s express statement 
that picketing was directed at Dunbar, provide substantial support lor the 
Board’s finding that the Union’s picketing had an improper object of in¬ 
volving neutral employers in its dispute with F* ire lands, in violation of 
Section 8<b)(4l(i)(ii)(B) ot the Act. 


CONCLUSION 

Lor the foregoing reasons, we respectfully submit that the Board s 
order should be enforced in lull. 


PETEK G NASH, 

General Counsel, 

JOHN S IRVING, 

Deputy General Counsel, 

PATRICK HARDIN, 

Associate General Counsel, 

ELLIOTT MOORE, 

Deputy Associate General Counsel, 

National Labor Relations Board. 


JOHN D. BIJRGOYNE. 

JOHN G. I LLIGERS. 

A l torn eys, 

National Labor Relations Board. 

Washington, D.C. 20570 


October 1974. 
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